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Tii'2  prir.iiip^l  cirpcse  oi*  "thia  pap3r  is  to  prsosnt  a 
;ric;f  tk2toh  Ox  faotors  aai  constraints  ;rhio;i  t.cor  upon  the  I'orns- 
tlcn  ani  c-:3cuticn  of  Anerlcarx  foreign  policies  xevard  certain  coon- 


*'  T*  1_  T p »■>  ^ • 1 ^ s Tt'  o ^ ^ v»  o ^ 


;;ill  pr.'Scnt  i'or  consiiara- 


tlon  certain  hypotheses  about  relationship c betwo'-n  and  snong  these 
faetors  and  cons-^ralnta. 


-tJC  -O  - 

^ M V.%^ 


esses 


3;.*  ''factors”  is  nsant  th^oo  icggrogete  anl  integrated  con- 
lui.lsatons  held  by  authorizal  governaentei  decision  icalcars , vrhich 
• t in  the  articulation  of; 

1.  Specific  policy  goals  and  oujactivas, 

2.  Specific  undartahlngs  or  courses  of  action  enbarkad  upon  to 
secure  these  goals  and  objectives, 

3.  spacifl c criteria  or  decision  rules  which  presoriba  ths  de- 
sirad  Units  of  parnissabla  substantive  action,  given  ccr- 
tnin  goals  and  objectives, 

•ctor,”  tharofere,  is  stipuiativaly  daflned  as  the  subjective 
cnant  of  a dads  ion  maker. 


A "constraint,”  on  the.  other  hand,  is  stipuletively  defined 
as  .a  property  of  the  decision-making  or  policy  inplamantation  structure 
-.;hich  limits  a particular  relationship,  or  range  of  ralationships  be- 
tu'aan  factors  or  groupings  of  factors. 


* * > * '<^  ^ -'J  ^ # 
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The  rationale  behind  such  a traatmant  ix  based  upon  the 
.scumytion  of  purposive  action  on  tha  part  of  foreign  policy  makers, 
■■rnile  xcction  is  pr.cc”.ma1  to  be  an  outgrowth  both  of  consensus  ani  di- 
sanous  over  maintenance  or  alteration  of  status  quo,  unity  and  coherer.; 
3 1 purpose  .-ic.ross  levels  is  not  prosu.cGJ,  Although  it  may  be  oovious 
that  the  ewtant  of  consensus  and  diuensus  is  a matter  of  degree.  It 
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"ay  not  bo  obvious  that  extant  of  accord  :2anlfeot  at  the  level 

oi’  ^er=ral  goal  ror-\;latlc:i  r;ay  neit’ner  in  degree  nor  in  kind  be 

+ qX  lower  Ir/ele  of  occciflc  policy  oelection/inpl -mentation. 
Tor  is  it  obvious  '/nether  or  how  '/ertical  as  v/ell  as  horizontal  in- 
congruity nay  Inpact  upon  the  outcones  of  spsclfic  undertakings , 
thus  affecting  the  probability  of  goal  achievenent.  Stated  sonewhat 

differently,  there  is  no  acsunption  in  this  study  of  a perfect  encs- 
meens  relationship  befween  articulated  goals  and  the  specific  policies 
or  nechanisns  settled  upon  for  their  atteapted  achieveiaent.  h*hat 
is  sugsssted,  rather  than  tacitly  precluded,  at  the  offset,  is  the 
' jsribillty  of  interaction  bet-veen  differing  aulti-level  conceptuali- 
zations,  an  interaction  which  adalttedly  aey  or  aay  not  e-xist,  but 

•which.  If  it  does  exist,  aay  ras'ult  in  reciprocal  goal-aeans  aabiguit;;, 
and  output  attenuation. 

A further  assuaptlon  In  this  analysis  is  that  "policy” 

defined  in  teras  of  goal-oriented  actions  is  knowable  through  ;;het 
the  authors  of  policy  say  as  'well  as  'what  they  do.  '.I'hlle  there  Is 
little  Q^uestion  that  one  relies  at  his  own  risk  on  a policy  aa^cer  s 

assurances,  given  the  tlae  honored  foreign  policy  practice  Ox  decep- 
tion, there  seened  little  reason  (until  >^atergate)  to  suspect,  much 
less  believe,  that  one  major  branch  of  a given  government  might  con- 
sciously lie  to  another,—  particularly  *when  the  funding  of  policy 
action  proposals  might  oe  at  stake.  Tnus  it  seemed  reasonaole  to 
assume  that  examination  of  Congressional  testimony  of  those  executives 
charged  with  the  form'ulatlon.  Implementation,  and  in  certain  circum- 
stances, defense  of  policy,  would  reveal  most  accurately  the  per- 
ceptions of  "National  Interest"  which  lay  behind  their  expressed 
desires  to  undertake  certain  kinds  of  specific  policy  actions.  This 
is  not  to  ignore  the  possibility  that  there  may  be  considerable  var- 
iance betvreen  closed  door  testimony  and  the  public  record,  but  rat».er 
to  work  under  the  assumption  that  such  variance  is  a matter  of 
informational  degree  and  detail,  and  not  of  Inconsistency  or  conorc- 
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A3  a ro3;l-t,  u'.iat  follcwo  In  can  ad  largely  upon  public 
*■  r -.r.ncri pto  of  hasrla.TC  coniuctad  durin.p  'tne  1972-1973  t-lEe  fraie, 
r r.i  is  ofi'arad  as  cn  explication  of  v;':at  policy  niakers  defended  as 
tA ) goal  of  Anericar.  foreign  policy  in  the  Middle  East,  and  the  op- 
ei:.:un  neans  of  achieving  it.  If  one  were  to  sannarize  these  in  a 

fe.r  paragraphs,  they  night  read  as  follo’.is, 
roli  c?/’  3 1-^ tenant; 

The  United  Stanes  gevernnent  seeks  to  secure  in  the  Per- 
sian Gulf  seezor  of  the  Middle  East,  a condition  of  "relative  peace" 
and  "status  ^uo  stability"  free  fron  direct  or  indirect  major  power 
intoryention/confrontatlon,  in  order  to  forestall  the  formulation 
of  multination  realignments  'Which  might  adversely  affect  the  accessi- 
bility of  oil  to  American,  Uest  E^sropean,  and  r.on- communist  markets,^ 
* 

3y  "relative  peace"  is  meant  the  absence  of  armed  conflict 
in  levels  sufficient  to: 

1,  "resolve"  the  Sgypt-Israeli  conflict  on  a wln-lose  absolute 

p 

basis , 

2.  or  sufficient  to  permit  the  outbreak,  progressive  growth, 
and  spread  of  insurgency  anywhere  in  the  area.^ 

Ey  "status  quo  stability’"  is  meant; 

1.  the  preser’/ation  of  existing  governmental  Institutions  (as 

a- minimum)  and  their  peaceful  transformation  along  popular 
participative  lines  as  socio-economic  modernization  proceeds 
( as  a maximum ) , 

2.  the  preservation  of  current  levels  of  political  alignment/ 
realignment  v;lth  Communist/Mon- communist  nations  (as  a mi- 
nimum) , 

3.  the  encouragement  of  perceived  desires  for  soclo-ecenomic 
dovelonment. 


•rim 
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'jVi2  (is'twrnilnGn.'t  oi"  tViis  policy 

-':i.l  Ic  th3  asse-^siiant  of  U.3,  capability  and  lnter-3jt2 

•..’.•.ion  £iv£  ri3£  to  t’na  so-oallei  "Ilixon  D.octri’ne.”  This  ’nas  bssa 
a r^aurront  oolnt  oT  nalarsncc  during  V..3cirings,  Tv/o  aspects  of 
Stats  Dspartnent  inter pratatior.s  of  this  doctrina  stand  out  '.vith 
ref-irence  to  t'.is  Middle  last; 


a rejection  of  t'ne  self-styled  role  of  global  policeman  in 

view  of  donestlc  socio-economic  resource  liraltatlons , 

S'narper  emphasis  on  t'ne  priority  of  domestic  "vital  Interesto 
c; 

over  foreign. 


j As  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Near  Ea'Stern  and 

South  Aslan  Affairs,  Joseph  Sisco,  has  observed,  the  Nixon  Doctrine 

I "...has  been  basically  a^doctrine  of  disengagement  and  engagement  on 

’ a more  selective  ba;..is,"°  VHille  asserting  that  the  U.S.  stands  ready 

' ' to  help  those  who  are  willing  to  help  themselves,  the  doctrine  and 

• ^ its  3ubseq.uent  interpretive  reiterations  also  stress  reduced  In- 

•'  volvament,  and  a distinct  preference  for  material  rather  than  man- 

7 

power  assistance,  if  the  latter  is  deemed  unavoidable. 

The  primary  external  determinant  has  been  an  anticipated 
greater  dependence  on  the  Twiddle  East  as  a source  of  petroleum. 

Sisco  has  commented  that 

"...th?  Gulf  is  an  area  of  strategic  importance  in  itself  an 
important  regional  waterway,  and  its  Importance  has  Increased 
in* recent  years  aconoalcally.Qand  in  particular  because  of  its 
vast  petroleum  resources, , 

"Obviouslv,  oil  is  a very,  very  vital  part  of  this  entire  area 
and  certainly  vital  in  terms  of  economies  of  our  NATO  allies 
and  our  friends  east  of  Sues..." 


v:hat  circumscribe  and  shape  U.S.  options  for  goal  attainment  are 
the  -ancertalnties  associated  with: 


0 


X . 


diocosi't Ion  of  thi  Arab-Irraoli  conflict,  in  tcras  of  levals 

* * * ^ ^ 

of  Soviet  anl/or  third  cointry  arni:  assiotcnco, 
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2.  pr--Amb  priiiccositlons  of  certain  Riparian  states,  ■"  as 
wall  as 

5.  alle.ced  Chlnaso  :on.T.uni3t  ratorial  support  through  Aden 

T 5 

for  tha  Dhufar  insurrection, 

4.  Territorial  Jurisdiction  conflicts  betvreen  Saudi-Arabia, 

14 

Iran,  and  certain  of  the  Sulf  prlnaipalitlas , 

5.  Organisation  of  retroleun  Zsport  Countries  (0?2C)  attenpts 
to  renarotiate  more  favorable  revenue  sharing  proportions 

" . 15 

with  European  ana  Aaerican  oil  conpanies, 

5.  potential  for  indlrsct  channeling  of  American  arms  from 

Military  Assistance  Program  recipient  countries  to  Sgypt, 

16 

or  for  funding  Palestinian  Guerillas, 


7. 


S. 


9. 


potential  for  use  of  oil  export  controls,  and  threatened 
expropriation  of  assets  as  a bargaining  lever  on  the  Arac- 


Israeli  issue, 
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Acllity  of  Iran  and  Saudi-Arabia  to  purchase  arms  for  cash 

, V.  18 

elsewhere , 

19 

terns  of  third  country  coapetltion  for  oil  resources. 


Necessary  Conditions  for  goal  attainment: 

The  Administration  views  attainnent  of  these  goals  as 
contingent  upon  achievement  of  internediate  objectives  of: 

1.  keeping  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict  below  a threshhold  vfnich 
which  would  encourage  increased  Soviet  involvement  in  a 

runaway  ams  race,  or  further  oolarisation  of  regional 

- oo 

political  augments  in  support  of  Zgypt," 

2,  finding  an  indigenous  neutral  replacement  for  Britain's 

former  peace-keeping  influence  "east  of  Suez,"  in  order 

to  head  off  expansion  of  Soviet  influence  end  military 

presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  and  to  contain,  if  not  deter 

01 

the  snread  of  insurgency  in  the  area,“ 
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prevent 

KK 

1 ' 

.0 

Arac 

monopoly 

of 

coning 

a lever 

for 

col  1 ti  cal 

; ?2  . 

^ • * 

bl 

Israel 

VI  •‘■Vs 
i,A  ^ . A w 

f u tur 

— -..j  -T  ^ y. Q2  c-!"2  ii" "t "jrl s 0 9nd sr.*  "to  th.2  'cns't  oti9  oi. 

th3  t-..3  ccantrlos  id-ntifiei  by  tho  United  3tatr3  .:olnt  inlisritors 

cf  -cr.a  British  role,  Saudi  Arabia,  has  close  economic  and  cultural 

^xt'--n+  that  nanv  of  ths  Hiparian  enclaves 
2 ' 

i^-c’av  cro-'rab  symathies, 

jiside  fron  ob’/ioiis  direct  eocnonic  and  military  assistance 
tc  Jordan  and  Israel,  U.S.  policy  nahers  shew  a preference  for  the 
folio-wins  specific  na;;cr  policy  actions  to  achieve  these  Internediate 
ob.^ectlve3,  or  necessary  conditions; 

1 Fneo  ■r'=- of  negotiated  settienent  of  the  A.rab-Israeli 
dlsp’ute,  in  accordance  -with  U.N.  Resolution  2^2,  or  the 
so-called  "Rogers  Plan,"^^^ 

')  har sc®le  ^^rns  sales,  econcnic,  and  tecnnlcal  assisuance 

pc 

to  Iran  and  Saudi-Arabla, 

3.  aalntenance  of  a token  allltary  naval  presence  in  the  Per- 
sian Gulf,^^ 

refusal  to  intervene  in  disputes  between  American  Oil  Coapanle 

and  CP2C,  cc'uoled  -with  a verbal  stress  on  "mutual  advantages 
* 27 

of  avoiding  extremes," 

Imolementatlon  of  these  policies  Involves  problems  peculiar  both  to 
the  State  Department,  and  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 

uri-ceria  for  col  icy  action: 

The  principal  criteria  or  decision  rules  governing  the 
latifude  of  policy  implomentlns  actions  have  also  been  derived  from 
Department  of  Defense  and  Department  of  State  interpreta-ions  Ox 
i.-..  ^ 'riuon  Doctrine,  These  vrere  el'.icldated  most  clearly  pernap^  in 
■Jniersecretary  of  State  Curtis  Tarr’s  statement  before  the  Senate 
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ca?abiii.tl;2j,  saouli  d^tarronoo  fall. 

’’Our  sec  irity  a::3l':aanc3  oroyirams  aro  deaiKr.cd  to  help  cur 
I'rlcr.lc  ar.d  allios  ascabliuh  capaall itisc , to  reduce 

this  decree  od  ur.cer":aiiity , ar-i  tharecy  eiihar.ce  prospects 
for  a rore  sr^ole  ir.teraati oacl  enviroiinent,  fhe  er.i  re- 
sult of  this  stabilised  international  environ.uent  is  both 
Its  cor.trlb.itlon  to  the  prcteotion  of  our  oun  vital  ^natio- 
nal interests,  and  Its  contribution  to  vorld  peace. 

These  statenents  have  bean  cuoted  at  length  because  of 
the  cresence  ani  recurrence  of  anunber  of  phrases  and  concepts, 
other  than  r.erely  "peace,  stability,  balance,  realistic,  and  'rational 

Interest,"  In  Pentagon  jargon,  "Total  Force  Planning"  has  a very 
specific  naaning,  and  has  bean  sho’.m  nest  recently  to  involve  a 
domestic  restructuring  of  roles  and  aissions  bat'.'/een  active  duty 
Federal  forces,  and  Reserve  or  National  Guard  units.  This  has  been 

auch  nore  than  a paper  structural  change,  and  has  involved  massive 
transfers  of  nan  and  naterlel  fron  full  tine  to  pert  time  involve- 
ment. As  wave  after  wave  of  V/hite  House  directed  force  reductions 

have  reduced  the  Federal  establishment,  Reserve  and  National  Guard 
units  have  been  re-eq,ui?ped  and  given  new  roles.  Guard  and  Reserve 
training  has  been  intensified.  Funding  responsibilities  in  Federal 
and  State  budgets  have  shifted.  This  is  perhaps  most  evident  in 
Continental  Air  Defense,  where  nearly  75%  of  the  Air  Defense  respon- 

•sibillty  for  the  entire  United  States  now  rests  with  units  of  the 
Arnp'  and  Air  National  Guard. 
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As  perceived  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  Force  Structure 
Planning  as  instituted  by  Hitch  and  Enthoven-'^  now  involves  greater 
reliance  upon  the  "Combat  Readiness"  of  military  resources  whose 
proportionat e composition  of  full  and  part  time  participation  has 
changed.^^  This  is  a major  change  in  operational  concept.  "Force 

in  being"  no  longer  has  the  sane  magnitude  or  potential.  The  point 
is  that  Secretary  Laird's  extension  of  this  concept  to  an  integra- 


tion of  allied  as 
of  credible  basis 
more  thrn  a mere 


well  as  American  capability  in  the  determination 
for  a "strategy  of  Realistic  Deterrence"  suggests 
intent  to  help  others  help  themselves.  It  suggests 


1 * 


c.n  inp'^^cit  lisc./y  rallerice  on  thslr  a’oilitv  and  v.'illlngness  to  do 


T * 3 0 1 5 w 0 t V also  Sacnotany  ijalnd  asad  t]^a  tamn 

''alliao."  Prosur.ccly  he  rofars  to  r.ations  allied  through  forTtal 
treaties,  such  ‘.'.s  ITATC  and  SEATO.  If  so , a linkag-a  vdth  Middle 
Zastirn  oolicy  h acones  evident.  If  ’.i’estsm  S'urope  is  to  "pull  its 
•g’'*t ^ ts  econony  '.oust  retain  acononicolly  strong.  3ut  Europe's 
c-'-jllitv  oO  retain  accno.tic*.-lly  strong  over  the  ne::t  few  decades  aay 


CO  a function  of  access  to  adequate  energy  resources  such  as  oil. 
Ir-anizaticnal  Chancas  to  Marinis  a Contliance  "vith  General  Criteria: 


Recent  events  illustrate  the  extent  to  v?hich  iaplenenta- 
tion  of  military  assistance  aspects  of  the  Mixon  Doctrine  has  involved 
.major  formal  organizational  changes  in  the  Department  of  State  and 


in  the  Daoartment  of  Defense. 


1.- 


During  calendar  1971,  the  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency 

(D3AA),  headed  cy  a "Deout.y  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (International 

Security  Affairs)  for  Security  Assistance,"  was  created  ' 

...  . • . 

to  provide  a single  point  of  responsibility  vrithin  DOD  ' 
for  Military  Security  Assistance  (MSA)  programs, 

to  relate  the  plarming  for  MSA  to  U.S.  ?orce  Planning,  and 

to  insure through  coordination  with  the  Department  of  State 
(DCS)  that  security  assistance  programs  are  consistent  with 
U.S.  Foreign  policy. 
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2. 


-/  • 


The  D3AA  administers  the  three  principal  elements  of  Military  Security 


1.  Military  Grants,  i.s.,  equipment.,  services,  and  training  on 
a "give-away"  basis. 

Military  Sales  (?M3),  i.e.,  handling  negotiations  and  details, 
Excess  ecuinment  transfers. 
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Tr.3  HZPJ-.  'has  ceen  ta3k=d  to  intoj;rste  ccnprehensive  MSA 
plo.‘.r.inr  v.'lpl'i  'J.o.  joroD  pla:mln.3.  This  insluJes  Kssossaar.t  oT  suoh 

lt3„s  ss  r;  oi?i3r.“i  dsfe.is'o  buisots,  the  ai"  of  J.S.  grant,  sales, 

ani  e>:c2S3  esuiprc-nt  required  and  provided,  third  country  assistance, 
and  evaluation  of  the  recipient's  ability  to  absorb  the  operating 
and  maintenance  costs  of  their  dex-eloplng  force  structures.  The 

emphasis  is  clearly  upon  multi-level  program  management, — planning, 
organizing,  directing,  coordinating,  and  controlling  specific  coun- 
try/region programs  which  will  procure,  develop,  and  maintain  an 
'tadequate”  self-sustaining  force  structure  in  foreign  countries, 
consistent  with  the  'limon  Doctrine's  concept  of  "Realistic  Deterrence." 
The  determination  of  adequacy  is  a ^olnt  endeavor  involving  the  Na- 
tional Security  Council,  the  Treasury  Department,  DOS,  DOD,  JC3, 
and  "Country  Team'  representatives.  It  attempts  ongoing  validation 
of 

1,  "the  relationship  of  the  recipient  country's  defense  capa- 
bility to  J.S.  security, 

2.  the  realistic  force  leval  which  Is  needed  and  can  be  sus- 
stained, 

3.  the  kinds  and  mix  of  military  security  assistance  that  v;lll 
be  required... 

4,  the  scope  and  phasing  of  self-sufficiency  actlons"^^ 

This  Joint  effort  is  handled  through  the  Interdepartmental 
Security  Asslatnce  Program  Review  Committee,  headed  by  an  Undersecre- 
tary of  State  "Coordinator  for  Security  Assistance,"  (CSA)a  post  create: 
in  March  1972. It  should  be  noted  that  this  interdepartmental 
relationship  -was  a subject  for  discussion  during  hearings. 


"Senator  Proremire:  ...vneo.  If  anyone,  has  charge  of  this  overall 

program, . .Supposing  you  disagree  on  this  ap- 
proach, is  this  something  you  have  to  go  to  the  President  to 
reconcile,  there  is  no  final  authority  in  either  the  Department 
of  Defense  or  the  Department  of  State? 

General  Seignious;  If  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 

cf  State  cannot  agree  on  fundamental  policy. 


c.  : iorninc-lan  nrj  v-ry,  very  .r^v;,  ?dr.  ?h?  vor::in5  r^- 
Is-tior.ehiv  d3t:;?‘3r.  r!r.  Terr'::  office,  the  Coordinator  for  Secu- 
rity Atoi-t  jica  ir.  tl:e  Dep;'rt-.ont  of  Gtotc , -.•ini  tloo  ne:/  ctructu: 

7'o'^'0''*33 

■7v^  4- p ‘*=  V 1 0 L* c 3 ^2*0 jCI* '1  ?.6vi6vr 

C:.“..:ittiia  fSAPP.C),  tlie  State  Deeartaont  ci'.'or.ico  • lonal  otructura 

c'.ntoir.s  tha  Offiaa  of  Mur.itions  Control,  and  th-:  Of  flea  of  :-:ilitary 

.'.3 -'i  a tan  c 3 and  Soles,  loth  of  v;hic’:i  '..-or'c  clccaly  tosetnar  under  the 
Sir  actor  of  tr.a  Suraau  of  Politioo-nilitary  Affairs  (BPMA)  tc  naet 

statutory  raiuiranents  and  "anaoutive  branch  dacisions  covering  the 
a::port  cf  strategic  natariels,  nunitiens,  -.nilitary  hardvrara,  and 
soar a parts,"^^ 

"Under  section  2 of  the  Fcreign  Military  Salas  A.ct,  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  is  responsible  for  the  ' continuous  supervision 
and  general  direct:  on  of  sales  under  the  act,  including  but 
not  lisitc:  to  deterninint  *..'h3ther  there  shall  be  a sale  to  a 
country  and  the  anoant  thereof. 

• "However,  section  ^'-2  of  the  act  states  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  have  prinary  responsibility  for,  ar.ong  other 

...  t.*  . ^ 
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a Departs; ant,  through  3PMA,  therefore  ezercisas  ultinata  control 
the  flow  of  naterlcl. 


The  aTiprassed  intent  to  fornalica  Total  Force  Progranning 
5c"n  to  tha  level  of  advisory  participation  in  a recipient  country's 
locs:l  force  structure  planning  and  budgeting,  seens  in  .art  an  attenpt 
"a  ar.ercise  sona  liniting  control  (however  feeble)  over  tha  potential 


iucarican  ueepons 

systens,  sue] 

.iJ3ilo  cr.d 

tha  P-A  rhanton. 

are  conplcx 

auipnent  for  fire  control/*. 

eapons  deliv 

u.'stea  -’aintenar.c3  and  calibration.  A iccision  cn  tha  cart  cf  a foreigr 


v3  oignificcl'it  l~plication3  fcr  sales  to  Saidi-^*j:abia  and  Iran. 

It  should  be  noted,  ho^vever,  that  fcr  the  nost  part,  the  State  De- 
partnent  has  emphasized  that  American  Icreign  Policy  toward  the  Per- 
sian Oulf  prinoipalitias  is  aimed  at  keeping  the  area  free  from 
jor  power  ccmfrontation  so.  that  it  can  pursue  local  interests, 

=eph  Sisco  comments: 

'’...Prom  the  point  cf  viev;  of  U.3.  policy,  we  believe  that 
two  countries  in  particular  have  the  most  direct  interest 
and  can  sake  the  most  positive  contribution  tovrard  stability 
in  the  Persian  Gulf,  namely  Iran  and  Saudi  Arabia.  So  the 
kind  of  policy  we  are  pursuing,  Mr.  vrnalley,  is  simply  • this: 
we  are  encouraging  these  two  countries  to  cooperate  to  the  max- 
imum . 

!-:r.  Vfnalley:  This  particular  area  Is  pretty  much  able  to  talce 
care  of  itself,  is  that  right? 


Mr.  Sisco:  Mo,  I wo 
has  very 

much  less  developed 
’Pnat  we  are  concerne 
of  these  small  entlt 
o>mi  two  feet  'without 
•which  came  'with  thos 
if  I Can  put  it  that 
ships  from  Great  Prl 
has  to  rely  on  these 


'uli  not  put  It  that  'way,  because  'while  It 
considerable  resources,  these  are  very 
countries  and  less  developad  societies, 
d about,  quite  frankly,  is  that  a number 
les  are  no’w  expected  to  stand  on  their 
the  treaty  relationships  and  assistance 
3 treaty  relationships , and  the  protection, 
•way,  that  came  with  those  treaty  relation- 
tain  in  particular.  Thatj.^s  why  I say  one 
two  larger  countries..."*’’ 


In  the  same  set  of  hearings,  however.  Secretary  Hogers 
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r.i2d  to  u l.urjry  on  pjdt-i'llnoo  for  Assiotonce  Pro^rson 

cillt:/  -rlt’r.  tho  folio  ■..•in  j;  statement : 


. .''Je  r.o.'.'^  a oriteria  'I'e  apply.  The  prinoipal  cr.e  is  ■’.rhat 
\o  * -they ’pro  ;o3  . to  uso  the  ^ulpmsnt  for.  Are  v;e  satisflod 
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thins  2l-'0  In  mind.  It's  tru5  you  roly  to  3o.te  extont  ocl 
';aot  rol  j ti 'Dnships . . . ft ' 3 troie  that  tliire  is  a oortain  oon- 
tinuity  that  exists  in  foreirn  affairs.  As  far  as  the  I’.S. 

13  conc-rnei,  '.re  aren't  fixed^in  our  position;  ‘iiQ  change  our 
policies  from  time  to  tl-ne.”""- 

In  '/iei:  of  the  volume  of  transfers  to  Irar.  and  3audi- 
.a,  it  ’,;0'aid  appear  that  Vaa  acove  criteria  uere  at  least  nomi: 
satisfied. 


Structural  Constraints ; 

If  one  conceives  of  MSA  as  a type  of  poll  :y  action  geared 
to  the  achievement  of  specific  goals  and  objectives,  then  the  fact 
the.'t  both  the  Pentagon  planning  process  and  the  D03-PCP  bureaucra- 
tic structure  have  been  modified  to  implement  execution  of  the  MSA 
program  vrithin  the  cont'='xt  of  military  aspects  of  the  Mixon  Doctrine 

suggests  a number  of  things. 

First  of  all,  it  suggests  a potentially  problematic  role 
diff erentiation  between  the  Department  of  State  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  which  charges  the  former  '/.'ith  determination  of  how  the 
MSA  program  in  a given  country  is  to  be  fitted  at  any  given  time 
into  U.3.  regional  and  global  policies,  DOD,  hov.ever,  tailors  the 
specifics  of  in-country  operations  to  on-going  JOS  recjuirements , at 
the  same  time  tailoring  U.S.  Force  structures  for  the  expected  con- 
tribution of  the  ally.  DOD  is  concerned  with  the  probable  effective- 
ness of  joint  foreign  and  domestic  military  employment.  State  is 
co'ncernad  with  the  deterrent  credibility  index  of  joint  military 
capability  as  a policy  tool.  The  longitudinal  continuity  charac- 
terismic  of  in-country  force  development  signals  that  fluctuations 
of  policy  toward  a given  country  or  area  In  response  to  external 
events  may  impact  severely  upon  programs  in  progress.  The  possibility 
of  adverse  impact  may  at  best  act  as  a constraint  on  overall  policy 
flexibility,  at  worst  offsetting  both  determent  credibility  and 


cDf-nco  capability  by  rcducias  tha  capability  of  ti.o  "Total  Force' 

0 tr-,;cturo. 

j,-  citiisr  caae,  tbe  success  of  policy  la  pradica-.ed 
FIT' a ability  to  elicit  tice  doeirsd  responoe.  Tair,  of  itself  nay 
j ,.^-1,-)  ^ ev’O'*'  ■!  ■'  techrical  stordpoiat.  A "olcvr  down" 

capacity  exists.  A "speed  up"  capacity  nay  not.  To  the  extent  u.nat 

TIT  is  able  to  respond,  no  problen  ’.:ill  exist,  sut  the  pot^nuxal 

for  chronic  frustration  is  there,  which  Itself  nay  oe  dysfunctioaj. 

in  the  total  force  context.  Stated  differently;  ■'.ihile  DOS  addresses 
the  "whether"  Questions,  DOD  addresses  the  "now"  quastlono.  Answers 
to  each  Involve  different  kinds  of  concerns  and  problens,  whose  solu- 
tions nay  subtract  from  each  other  'tetq  cr  in  part. 

The  DOD-D03  codification  also  suggests  that  the  broadest 
criteria  for  deternlnlng  *whc  gets  what  by  way  of  allltar'''  assistance 
turns  upon  the  estiaated  potential  cf  the  propective  recipient  to 

finance  and  field  a defensive  force  adequate  for  what  in  the  U.S. 
vlevr  are  its  o^/n  local  needs,  and  directly  or  indirectly  supportive 
of  U.S.  policies  ^-Jhlch  are  themselves  both  shaped  and  clrcucscrlbed 
by  the  Nixon  doctrine. 


Factors  and  Constraints ; 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  analysis.  It  Is  hypothesized 
that  the  following  major  factors  shape  MSA  policy  formulation  and 
implementation  in  the  Persian  Gulf  sector  of  the  Middle  East; 

X,  Internal: ; U.S.  government  Judgments  regarding: 

a.  the  limits  Imposed  by  the  Nixon  Doctrine  on  the  nature 
of  assistance  and  its  on-going  administration, 

b.  Current  area  policy  goals,  objectives,  and  actions, 
in  relation  to  global  policies, 

c.  extent  of  the  requirement  for  integrated  force  struc- 
ture planning, 

44 

d.  domestic  energy  needs, 

e.  Congresrlonal  funding  support. 


2,  2/:tarrL3l:  U.C.  .soYsrnnisnt  ^udg-zentc  regariing: 

a.  level  cf  Ar-ib-Iarasli  hostilities, 

b.  leva!  of  ^hird  country  arois  assistance  to  Eqyot, 

c.  lovel  of  extarnally  supported  arned  insurrection 
in  the  juif  principalities , 

d.  level  of  third  country  petrclsua  resource  needs, 

a.  level  of  Soviet  naval  activity  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
and  Indian  Ocean, 

f.  level  and  nature  of  local  conflict  aaong  Gulf  prin- 
cipalities, including  Sauii-Arabia  and  Iran, 

g*  absorption  capacity  of  recipient  nations  a vis 
enploynent  of  nodern  araaaents, 

h.  Regional  political  alignnent  and  extent  of  support 
for  Palestinian  g^uerillas. 

It  is  further  hypothesized  that  the  following  aajor  inter- 
nal constraints  will  attentuate  or  facilitate  the  successful  laple- 
nentation  of  ri3A  policy  actions: 

1.  level  of  conflicting  Judgaents  vrlthin  the  role  differentiated 
structure  of  executive  decision  aaking  aechanisas  associated 
’With  foraulatlon/adainistration  of  specific  policy  actions 
within  the  MSA  prograa, 

•2.  level  of  funding  continuity  as  a function  of  Congressional 
support, 

3.  extent  of  effective  control  over  "defense  systens"  disposi- 
tion in  the  recipient  country. 

In  should  be  noted  that  the  above  constraints  are  conceptually  Halted 
to  properties  of  the  structure  of  the  U.S.  decision  process.  This 
follows  froa  the  decision  to  Halt  the  focus  of  this  analysis  to 
how  U.S.  policy  aakers  viev^  the  task. 


mm 


r 
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?.-il  i 0 r-OhlT)  1 : 


The  follovrlji':^  proposi'tior.s  reflect  ttie  r^ypothGolZ':!  re- 
Q j-i o’- ^ f o*’^c f Gv^r’wwtel  Gy  the  iore3^1^S  eces-L^'^*^  — 


1,  The  d-GiZree  of  res’ioTial  peace  and  stability  in  the  Per-ian 
Gulf  area  is  vievrei  a a function  of 


a.  T svel  of  local  ai'ea  conflicts, 
h.  level  of  local  area  insurgency, 

c.  level  of  Slno-Soviet  presence  and  support  for  a and  b, 

d.  the  ailltary  capacities  of  Iran  and  Saudi-Ara-jia. 


1 


2.  The  antert  of  the  nilitar;/’  capacities  of  Saudi-Araoia  and 
Iran  is  vie>;ed  as  a fvinction  of 

47 

a.  levels  of  technological  absorption  capacity, 

b.  levels  of  externally  provided  amanents. 

3,  The  volume  of  armaments  and  technical  assistance  provided 
to  Iran  and  Saudi-Arabia  are  viewed  as  a function  of 

a.  U.S.  decisions  made  interdepartmentally  in  the  execu- 
tive branch  related  to  estimates  of  all  of  the  above, 

b:  consistency  with  tenets  of  the  Klxon  Doctrine, 

c.  estimates  of  third  country  { ally-non-ally , conpetitor- 
non-competitor)  need  for  petroleum  resources, 

d.  functional  integration  of  U.S,  policy  toward  the 
Persian  Gulf  with  other  regional  U.S.  policies, 

e.  extent  of  support  from  Persian  Gulf  countries  for 
Egypt  and/or  Palestinian  Guerillas, 

f.  level  of  Arab-Israeli  conflict, 

g.  extent  of  success  of  previous  policy  of  military 
assjsbance  to  Iran  and  Saudi-Arabia, 

h.  extent  of  Congressional  concurrence. 
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of  :on.;;:rc'joiorAal  con:urrcnco  viovroi  r.2  a functio.1 
of 


levolc  of  oil  co:r.y-r-.7  s-tloraotior.  v.'ith  P-^rsian  Gulf 
poll  cl  33  to*.:r.rd  zh:z, 


b.  l3V3i.:;> 


>1 


no2a; 


01  U.3.  do3:53tic  energy 

c.  extent  of  success  of  oreyicus  ailitsry  assistance  and 

policies  to:.-ari  tns  Persi.an  Gulf  recioa,  I 

d.  general  level  of  satisfaction  ui-h  the  ainlnlstration' s | 

oerfcnraance.  I 


5.  Extent  cf  Persian  Gulf  country  support  of  Egypt  and/or  Pales-  i 
. tlnian  Guerillas  is  vleued  as  a function  of  ! 


a.  level  of  Iranian/Saudi-Arabian  nilitary  economic  capa- 
bility. 


• 


6. 


level  and  balance  of  Arab-Israeli  conflict, 

Level  of  Arab  Israeli  conflict  is  viewed  as  a functlo:  of 
a.  Volune  of  Palestinian  Guerilla  activity, 


b.  Sgyptian-Israeli  arns  balance. 


Level  of  Oil  Goapany  satisfaction  with  Persian  Gulf  policies 
is  vlev/ed  as  a function  of 


a.  OPEC  negotiations, 

b,  area  policies  toward  expropriation. 


Siyp 

tlan  Is 

raeli  c-rzs  balance  is  viewed 

as 

a. 

1 oval 

of 

Azericar.  aid  to  Israel, 

b. 

1 9 VCl 

of 

Soviet  aid  to  Egypt, 

c. 

1 evel 

of 

third  country  assistance 

to 

lo\is  of  arms  aid,  support,  positive  policy 
Information  Feedback 


cr 


T1*3  principal  dpnosic  paPteras  vjhicli  tV.e  soheratic  reflects 


An  iiTaP-Israell  arns  Inualance  raay  raise  tlie  level  of  con- 
flict. To  the  eztent  that  it  dees,  pressure  will  be  placed 
on  Saudi-Arabia  to  assist  covertly  or  overtly. 

If  3audi-Arabia  dees  assist,  U.S.  security  assistance  nay  or 
nay  not  be  cut  off  depending  upon  the  U.3.  r3.iuir9nsnt  for 
oil.  Sisco  was  confronted  with  the  question  whether  the 
’J.3.  night  aver  be  faced  with  a situation  wherein  it  could 
be  blaolncailed  over  oil.  Kis  response  was  that  he  felt  cer- 
tain that  the  A.rab  nations  of  the  lulf  cor^dered  their  need 
for  technical  and  narkating  knowledge  a more  pressing  reo.uire- 
cent  than  settlement  of  the  Israeli  question,  and  considered 
cooperation  on  natters  of  oil  essential  to  this  access.  His 
built  in  assumption  is  that  awareness  of  commonality  of  pro- 
f i interests  'irouli  evarride  irresoonsible  use  of  oil  as  a 
political  weapon. 

The  limiting  factor  on  Saudi-Arabia  is  absorption  capacity, 
but  only  in  terms  of  improving  its  military  establishment 
and  general  level  of  development.  The  potential  for  local 
area  conflict  between  Saudi-Arabia  and  Iran,  may  deter  Saudi 
covert  assistance  to  Sgypt,  unless  cultural  sympathies  cause 
oil  to  be  used  as  a lever  to  induce  U.3.  pressures  on  Iran 
to  oea.3.e  and  desist.  This  might  involve  an  aid  "slow  do'.-m" 
the  effectiveness  of  which  would  turn  on  Iran's  ability  to 
receive  aid  elsewhere,  or  real  need  of  it,  for  tnat  matter. 


.■..'I  ~3d  covert  support  of  iiioor'er.oy  v.'oald  lessen  the 

prol’lliity  of  e::t-onoive  covert  or  overt  active  support 
of  Z'.vot  ani  iiioreaso  oependeno.e  upon  U.S,  nilitary  assio- 


^ r-»  ••  ->  V*  ^ 
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5.  Thiri  country  activity  ray  nave  a profound  inpact  upon  t-ie 
'oolicles  of  the  2er3ian  3ulf  countries,  vis  g vis  their 
r.cei  for  nerkets  and  arnanentc,  end  their  policies  tov/ard 
^i7P-j  on  a ''quid  rro  cue”  oasis, 

Pouo'-usion; 

This  brief  analysis  of  conceptual  relationships  should  be 
considered  no  .tore  than  on  exploratory  "ran^inv  shot"  at  delineating 
tho  -.ay  U.3.  national  objectives  are  specified  vis  g vis  the  Persian 


on  the  part  of  the  Pepartneni 


State  and  Defense.  It  is 


couched  in  an  fnerican  value  perspective,  and  based  entirely  on  what 
Dcu...rtr.cntal  r-presentatives  have  said  In  unclassified  Congressional 
tes^inony.  It  eoiplcys  a rather  sinple-ninied  aethodology  of  "eyeball 
sc--n”  rather  than  nore  sophisticated  content  analyois  and  propositional 
inventory,  A .nore  scientifically  based  approach  .night  yield  .nore  re- 
11  alia  results.  As  such,  the  factors,  constraints,  and  relationships 
have  been  derived,  and  quasi-translated  into  potentially  quantifiable 
terns.  Obviously,  the  translation  needs  nuch  refinenent.  Single  or 
conposite  indicators  need  to  be  developed  which  will  reflect  degrees 
ani^or  rates  of  change  In  the  variables.  Given  the  substantive  nature 
of  the  variables,  I feel  that  this  is  within  the  range  of  possibility, 
at  least  to  an  ordinal  level  of  ueasurenent. 

As  far  as  substance  is  concerned,  there  are  a nunber  of 
spinoff  Issues  which  night  bear  fruitfull  examination  on  their  o'-m 
merit.  The  first  of  these  relates  to  the  style  and  content  of  Com- 
mittee testimony; 

1.  The  more  powerful  the  committee,  the  more  nebulous  and 
general  the  answers  and  arguments,  even  in  response  to  specific 
q'.;.;3  olons.  Curtis  Tarr's  1972  performance  before  the  Senate  Ap- 
propriations Committee  differed  considerably  from  his  performance 
before  the  Senate  Jorelgn  P.elations  Committee  in  1973  vi£  a vis  the 


of  jlitti-ln:  rtlltr.  Tn  ^hi::  lnv?rc3ly  relnt?^ 
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Af^*  iv;:  GuA.3G-':.:tt30  v g J.jra  ri^h  in  Ghsn  Ais  dolivsriGS 

bGfo"3  tli-^  z:a'or  Zinsts  ind  Mdus':)  Units.  Tr.lG  ..-lay  in  pr-rt  be  nttribu- 
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to  t>2  scope  or  tbe  bearing  topic,  i.e.,  foreign  aid  in  uenoral, 


y,f,—',  sy  -T'p. 3.*>i  ■^-,  n ’"3~i.cna-.  0 w' •;''3'c X 1 0 n3 » Z’lt  it  nay  oc  a function 

of  ether  si^nif leant  pjrceptlcns  as  'rrll, 

2,  '•lilit'"  1' ■ testl  .'.on*,'’  for  the  no3t  part  ie  non-policy  evalua- 
tive, doalinp  'Xcluolvcly  vrith  estinates  of  efficiency  and 

effectiveness  oS  specific  actions  enbarhed  upon  in  saipoort 

of  3p;cific  policy  prasrans.  Such  nisgivings  as  may  be  voiced, 

are  generally  iin’-ed  vlth  procleas  generated  by  the  uncertaintle 

of  annuel  funding,  and  the  requirenents  of  total  force  plan- 


ning. 


This  area,  the  interface  between  Congressional  support, 

DOS  policy  obioctlves,  and  LCD  operations  in  support  of  these  objectives 

warrants  further  study  because  of  its  longitudinal  inpact  upon  MSA 
actions,  and  therefore  the  llhelihooi  of  goal  attainaent.  Thera  are 

conflicting  and  overlacving  interests  here.  The  net  inpact  of  the 

discord  night  be  worth  investigation,  given  the  tendency  toward  In- 

creai'ed' lateral  and  vertical  interdependence. 

In  a nore  abstract  context,  the  cchenatlc  relationships 
depleted  above,  if  in  fact  thti/’ do  obtain,  nay  be  considered  one  sub- 
syctenic  component  of  a larger  conceptual  system  depicting  a six- 

feiu  set  of  relationships  governing  the  dynamics  of  U.3.  Poreign 


Assistance  decisions: 


.•ji  actor 


.*  o * *»  * 


A co:.:-:  3ti  tor 


ri'.ird  Parties  •.•hocc  action/lr.ac-cicr.  ria>c3  a difference 
k rr-ictuatlns  level  of  ertorr.cl  conflict 

k set  of  value  -t'riter.la  for  deteruininr  the  actor's  action 


As  ouch,  it  risht  be  useful  as  a heuristic  device  for  the 
generation  of  hypotheses  about  systaaic  behavior,  The  conditions 
necessary  to  raise  the  nodel  to  this  conceptual  level  involve  vali- 
dation or  assunption 

1.  that  the  dynarico  described  in  the  nodel  of  the  subsystan 
can  be  applied  universally  to  U,3,  roralgn  Aid  operations, 

2,  that  the  dynarice  described  in  the  nodal  of  tha  suesystea 
su^seot  a cateyory  or  class  of  behaviors  vis. a vis  a class 
of  policy  actions  by  a certain  hind  of  sovarnnaat  with  a 
given  configuration  of  rascurcas,  and  a glvan  percaptlon 
of  role,  in  tha  context  of  a given  perception  of  the  global 
political  systan. 

This  night  prove  a springboard  for  frultfull  conparative  exaainaticn 
of  hew  differently  organized  national  actors  night  pursue  siailar 

actions. 
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APPEMDTX  1 


This  appendix  outlines  one  approach  at  transforming 
the  preceding  conceptual  factors  and  relationships  Into  a decision 
simulation  netvrark  which  will  "control"  the  flow  of  military  assis- 
tance to  a would-be  Persian  Gulf  recipient.  As  such,  It  Is  an  at- 
tempt to  "model"  the  dynamic  Interrelationships  among  DOS,  DOD, 
and  Congressional  concerns  made  explicit  In  the  hearings. 

These  concerns  have  been  categorized  at  the  first  level 
according  to  an  "office  of  prime  responsibility"  conceptual  design 
consideration,  which  calls  for  three  separate  networks  according 
to  role.  The  Department  of  State  network  reflects  Its  role  as  poli- 
cy action  "Originator."  The  Department  of  Defense's  role  is  as  po- 
licy action  "executor."  The  role  of  Congress  Is  that  of  "Funding 
source  and  Critic."  The  output  of  the  DOD  and  Congressional  net- 
works Is  linked  to  the  DOS  network  as  one  of  a series  of  essential 
concerns,  all  of  which  have  to  be  satisfied  for  military  assistance 
to  be  Initiated  or  sustained. 

Within  each  of  the  three  networks,  a series  of  substantive 
essential  concerns  have  been  stipulated.  Joint  concerns  appear  In 
more  than  one  network,  in  order  to  display  the  effects  of  differing 
perspectives  vis  & vis  the  same  concern.  At  this  second  level  of 
OPR  concerns,  there  has  been  a crude  effort  to  specify  concrete  con- 
ditions under  which  military  assistance  will  be  granted  or  denied. 
"Concerns"  are  treated  as  major  criteria,  whose  satisfaction  requires 
hard-evldence  satisfaction  of  sub-criteria,  or  "conditions,"  The 
"conditions"  may  be  simple  or  complex  to  be  sufflcent  to  affirm  a 
concern.  Some  concerns  consist  of  arrays  of  mutually  exclusive  con- 
ditions, any  one  of  which.  In  being  affirmed.  Is  sufficient  to  affirm 
the  concern.  "Unknowns"  will  neither  affirm  a condition,  nor  negate 
the  affirmation  of  another  condition  within  a concern,  as  long  as 
that  other  condition  is  sufficient  of  Itself.  Both  the  major  cri- 
teria (concerns)  and  their  component  subcriteria  (conditions)  have 
been  specified  In  a manner  which  calls  for  the  explicit  presence  or 
absence  of  a specific  behavioral  property  In  the  external  environ- 
ment, for  Its  affirmation  or  denial. 


In  addition,  subcriterial  conditions  have  been  weighted, 
in  the  sense  that  they  have  been  assigned  an  index  of  relative  im- 
portance, or  "priority  code,"  based  upon  their  immediately  apparent 
relevance  to  the  three-fold  rank  ordering  of  National  Goals  elucidated 
in  Curtis  Tarr's  testimony.^  Tarr,  emphasized  that  American  National 
Interests  took  precedence  over  all  International  concerns,  and  that 
among  International  American  Interests,  responsibilities  to  allies 
constituted  the  next  order  of  business.  Finally,  he  placed  the 
affairs  of  non-allled  nations,  and  the  rest  of  the  world,  as  a ter- 
tiary level  concern.  This  suggests  that  the  preservation  or  enhance- 
ment of  American  Society,  with  its  political,  social,  economic,  and 
cultural  institutions  and  values,  and  those  "conditions"  most  directly 
relatable  to  them  are  priority  one  considerations.  Those  conditions 
most  directly  relatable  to  the  welfare  of  allies  and  alliances  are 
priority  two  consl^ratlons.  Those  conditions  most .directly  relatable 
to  neither  of  these  are  priority  three  considerations.  The  same 
conceptual  ordering  has  been  employed  in  weighting  the  "conditions" 
specified  in  the  three  networks. 

It  must  be  emphasized  that  nowhere  in  the  testimony  could 
there  be  found  concrete  rank  orderings  of  "concerns"  or  "conditions," 

AS  a result,  their  weighting  had  to  be  accomplished  on  the  basis  of 
"face  value,"  or  direct  obvious  relationships  to  one  of  the  more 
general  th'^ee  fold  rankings.  Subcriteria,  or  concrete  "conditions," 
were  assigned  "priorities*  of  one,  two,  or  three,  on  this  basis, 

What  emerged  from  this  preliminary  approach  was  the  notion  that  each 
essential  concern  in  a network  could  have  a range  of  priority  values, 
depending  upon  the  value  of  the  condition  v^hich  affirmed  it.  This 
permitted  some  to  override  others  under  differing  objective  "conditions,' 
The  specific  value  of  a concern  depended  upon  the  value  of  the  condi- 
tion which  affected  it.  This  allowed  Tarr's  basic  hierarchy  of  ab- 
stract values  to  remain  constant  while  essential  concerns  could  take 
on  different  degrees  of  comparative  importance  under  differing  condi- 
tions, Thus,  the  resultant  decision  network  could  cope  with  environ- 
mental fluctuation  and  "logically"  resolve  _ . j internal  "action/ 

inertia"  crlterial  conflict  through  suboptimization, 

" requires  expla- 
thls  study.  "Action" 
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simply  means  the  grantlnj  of  aid.  "Inertia”  simply  means  the  wlthhbldln 
of  aid.  Both  are  distinct  perspectives  for  addres'^ing  "conditions," 
and  relating  them  to  concerns.  VIhile  the  substantive  context  of 
concerns  and  their  supporting  conditions  has  its  roots  in  the  testi- 
mony, their  formulation  in  the  decision  networks  is  based  upon  a 
simplified  conceptualization  of  decision  making.  They  have  been 
stated  in  a manner  which  allows  one  to  address  the  known  consequences 
both  of  action  and  of  a failure  to  act,  with  respect  to  the  same  ob- 
jective condition.  That  this  actually  takes  place  is  an  assumption. 
Nevertheless,  it  was  necessary  to  build  such  a feature  into  the 
networks  in  order  to  sensitize  them  to  both  aspects  of  decision. 

As  it  turns  out,  the/S'il?3Sli^eness  of  the  control  network  to  in- 
ternal conflict  and  external  environmental  change  hinges  upon  this 
capacljby.  A scenario  example  of  how  this  works  is  included  later 
in  the  text. 

In  summary,  then, 

1.  The  aid  request  comes  out  of  the  environment,  as  do  the  inputs 
which  affirm  or  negate  the  conditions  associated  with  each  con- 
cern. 


2.  The  negation  or  affirmation  of  a condition  leads  to  the  negation 
or  affirmation  of  its  associated  concern. 

3.  Affirmation  of  all  "action"  concerns  results  in  an  interim  deci- 
sion to  provide  the  aid. 


r* 
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Negation  of  one  action  concern  results  In  an  Interim  decision 
NOT  to  provide  the  aid, 

5.  Interim  "denial"  decisions  (not  to  provide  aid)  are  reviewed 
against  "Inertia"  criteria. 

6.  Affirmation  of  a sln.^le  Inertia  concern  will  reverse  an  action 
based  Interim  denial  decision  IP  A2ID  ONLY  IP  the  Inertia  concern 

Is  of  higher  priority, 

7.  Priority  one  overrides  priorities  tv:o  and  three;  priority  tvro 
overrides  priority  three. 

8.  The  Inputs  from  the  separate  Congressional  and  DOD  networks  are 
Integrated  Into  the  DOS  network  as  special  concerns,  Punctlon- 

ally  they  behave  as  any  other  essential  concern,  and  can  negate  or 

override  or  support  an  Interim  decision. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  STATS  NSTVrORK 


Prom  Con- 

gresslona] 

Network 

Prom  DOD 
Network 


ction  Concerns 
'1,  Concern  (P=:l) 


►2,  Concern  (P=l-3) 

+ 

3.  Concern  (P=l-3) 

a.  Condition  (P=l) 

b.  Condition  (P=3) 

f * # # * 
n;  Condition  (P=2) 

# # * * « 

+ 

N.  Concern  (P=l-3) 

a.  Condition  (P=2) 

« « « # « 

n.  Condition  (P=3) 


Inertia  Concerns 

1.  Concern  (P=l)  <- 

2.  Concern  (P=l-3)^ 

3.  Concern  (P=l-3) 

a.  Condition  (P=3) 

b.  Condition  (P=2) 

* * # * * 

n.  Condition  (P=l) 

* # * f # 

N.  Conceini  (P=l-3) 

a.  Condition  (P=l) 
« « « « « 

n.  Condition  (P=l) 


From  Congresslc: 
Network 

Prom  DOD 
Netvrork 


T'There  "P"  equals  priority.  Note  that  the  Inertia  orlorlty  value 
of  the  same  condition  may  differ  from  the  action  priority  value. 

9.  If  an  override  results,  the  Interim  denial  Is  reversed  and  aid 
will  be  granted.  National  Security  Council  will  be  advised. 

10.  If  a deadlock  results  over  priority  three  differences,  the 
denial  decision  v/lll  stand. 

11.  If  a dealock  results  over  priority  two  or  priority  one  differ- 
ences, the  decision  will  bo  deferred,  and  the  matter  v;lll  be 


referred  to  the  national  Security  Council  for  major  policy  priority 
reconciliation. 
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board. 


The  ConGresoional  and  DOD  networks  are  still  on  the  drav/lng 
The  action- inertia  network  for  the  Department  of  State  is 


shoi/n  below.  Note  that  it  incorporates  the  inputs  from  Congress 
and  DOD: 


de?aht:it::tt  o?  state  iTErnoHE:  actioit  criteria  con  ceres  and  coedittoes; 

”ASSU:H2IG  THE  VrOULD-BE  RECIPIEET  REQUESTS  IT,  DOS  AS  POLICY 
ORIGIEATOR  HILL  lEITIATE  OR  SUSTAIN  MILITARY  ASSISTANCE  IF  IT  PER- 


CEIVES THAT;” 

1.  CONCEPIT;  Congress  acquiesces.  (Linkage  with  Congressional  Net) 

(P=l)  Sufficient. to  kill;  necessary  to  pass. 

2.  CONCERN:  DOD  says  it  is  workable.  (Linkage  with  DOD  Net)  (P=l-3) 
Necessary. 

3.  CONCERN:  Military  aid  is  required?  (P=3)  Necessary 

(a)  Yes,  if  insurgency  is  present,  OR  (P=3;  sufficient) 

(b)  Yes,  if  other  external  threat  which  could  be  thwarted  by 
stronger  indigenous  military  establishment  is  present. 

(P=3;  sufficient) 

4.  CONCERN;  It's  consistent  vdth  the  "Nixon  Doctrine"  (P=2;  Necessary) 

(a)  Yes,  if  it  vron't  precipitate  a major  power  confrontation,  AND 
(P=2;  necesssiry) 

(b)  it  involves  only  materiel/training  support,  AND  (P=3;nece2sary ) 

(c)  it  does  not  conflict  vrlth  U.S.  "self-help"  alliance  policy 
toward  NATO  (P=2;  necessary;  a+b+c=:sufficient) 


(d)  Yes.  if  it  won't  precipitate  a major  power  confrontatic n,  AND 
(P=2;  necessary) 

(e)  it  involves  only  raa.teriel/training  support,  AND  (P=3;  necessary' 

(f)  it  sunportc  IJ.G.  "self-help"  policy  toward  NATO  insofar  as 
(P=2;nscessary)  (d+e+f=  sufficient) 

(1)  Yes,  if  the  European  economy  requires  oil,  AND  (F=2;  N) 

(2)  the  European  NATO  contribution  turns  on  economy.  (P=2;N) 
'1+2=  Sufficient  for  f;  a+b+c,  or  d+e+f  = sufficient  for  '0 

5.  CONCERN;  It  doesn't  conflict  with  other  U.S.  foreign  policies 
in  the  region?  (P=3;N) 
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• (a)  Yes,  if  recipient  is  not  in  conflict  with  other  states 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  region  similarly  supported  by  the 
U.S.,  a:id  (p=3;iTy 

(b)  if  recipient  does  not  materially  support  Egypt/Palestlnlan 
Guerillas  (P=3;N)  (a+b=S) 

(1)  if  overt  monetary,  materiel,  manpower  resource  assistance 
is  in  fact  denied,  AND ' (P=3,1I) 

(2)  if  covert  monetary,  materiel,  manpower  resource  assistance 
is  pro vlded  in  volume  insuffi ciont  to  affect  level  of 
Axab-Israell  hostilities.  (P=3;2I)  (l+2=sufflclent  for  b) 


(c)  Yes,  if  recipient  ^ in  conflict  with  other  states  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  region  similarly  supported  by  the  U.S.,  AND 
(P=3;N) 

(d)  U.S.  Military  assistance  will  reduce  the  conflict.  AlTD 
(P=3;li) 

(e)  if  recipient  does  not  materially  support  Egypt/Palestinlan 

Guerillas  (P=3;N)  (c+dv^=S) 

(1)  if  overt  monetary,  materiel,  manpower  resource  asslstar.ce  , 
is  In  fact  denied,  AND  (P=3,N) 

(2)  if  covert  monetary,  materiel,  manpower  resource  assistance 
is  provided  in  volume  insuffi ciont  to  affect  level  of 
Arab-Israell  hostilities,  (?=3;N)  (l+2=Sufflclent  for  e)  | 

(a+b,’  or  c+d+e  = sufficient  for  5)  f 

6.  CONCERN:  If  alternative  (third  country)  military  aid  sources  are  I 

(P=l-3;N) 

* 

(a)  not  available  (P=2;S) 

(1)  Yes,  if  recipient  can*t  pay,  OR  (P=2;S) 

(2)  Yes,  if  no  one  will  sell  to  recipient,  (P=2;S) 

I OR 

(b)  undesirable  from  U.S.  standpoint  (P=1-3;S) 

(1)  If  expenditure  is  counterproductive  to  recipient's 

fiscal  policy,  OH  (P=3;S) 

(2)  Yes,  if  it  17111  cause  discord  in  region,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(3)  Yes,  if  it  would  reduce  U.S.  ability  to  Influence 
(P=3,  S) 

a.  recipient's  foreign  policy  toward  U.S.  and  region, 

OR  (P=3,S) 

b.  recipient's  oil  policy  toward  U.S.,  OR  (P=1;S) 

c.  Alternate  source's  foreign  policy  toward  U.S. 

(P=3;S) 

(A)  Yes,  if  alternate  source  is  hostile  toward  U.S,  (P=1;S) 
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7.  COKCERII:  If  recipient's  current  policies  have  been  at  least 
non-dlsruptlve  (If  not  supportive)  of  current  U.S,  policies 
(P=1-3N) 

(a)  Yes,  If  availability  of  rep-lonal  oil  resources  to  U.S. 

buyers  Is  not  thereby  endangereci,  OR  (P=1;S) 

(b)  Yes,  If  availability  of  redolent' s oil  resources  to  U.S.  1 

buyers  Is  assured,  OR  (P=1;S) 

(c)  Yes,  If  U’.S.  oil  companies  are  satisfied  with  recipient's 

treatment,  either  through  (P=3;S) 

(1)  acceptable  outcomes  of  OPEC  negotiations,  OR  (P=:3;S) 

(2)  acceptable  remuneration  for  expropriated  assets  are  , 

received,  either  (P=3»S) 

a.  from  recipient  country,  OR  (P=3,S) 

b.  from  U.S.  Govememnt  guarantees  (P=:3,S) 

INERTIA  CRITERIA  CONCERITS  AND  CONUITIONS; 


"ASSUMING  THE  U0ULD-3E  RECIPIENT  REQUESTS  IT,  DOS  AS  POLICY 


ORIGINATOR  MAY  REVERSE  ..  AN  INTERIM'  DENIAL  OP  MILITARY  'ASSISTANCE  IF  IT  | 

PERCEIVES  THAT  A PRIORITY  CONCERN  BELON  EXCEEDS  THAT  OF  THE  DENIAL  CONCEENJ; 

1.  CONCERN: Congress  acquiesces.  (Linkage  with  Congressional  Net) 

(P=l;  Sufficient  to  kill;  necessary  to  pass) 

2.  CONCERN:  DOD  says  It  Is  vrorkable  (Linkage  with  DOD  Net)  (P=l-3) 

3.  CONCERN:  Military  aid  Is  required,  (P=3,S) 

(a)  If  failure  to  give  aid  will  aggravate  the  Insurgency 
present,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(h)  If  failure  to  give  aid  will  Increase  the  presence  of  ex- 
ternal threats  v;hlch  could  be  thwarted  by  a stronger  In- 
digenous military  establishment.  (P=3;S) 

4. '  CONCEPJT:  It's  consistent  with  the  Nixon  doctrine,  (P=2-3;S) 

(a)  If  failure  to  give  aid  will  precipitate  a major  power 

confrontation,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(b)  If  a failure  to  give  aid  will  call  for  troop  as  well  as 

materlel/tralnlng  support,  OR  (P=3;S) 


(c)  If  a failure  to  give  aid  conflicts  with  U.S.  "self-help" 
alliance  policy  toward  NATO  (P=2;S) 


(1)  If  It  will  Inhibit  Europe's  access  to  oil,  AND  (P=:2;N) 

(2)  If  European  economic  basis  for  Its  NATO  contribution 

Is  based  on  oil  (P=2;K)  (l+2=Sufflclent  for  C) 

5.  CONCERN:  It  doesn't  conflict  with  other  U.S.  foreign  policies 
In  the  region  (P=3;S) 
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the  recipient  and  other  states  in  the  region  similarly 
supported  by  the  U.S.,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(b)  If  a failure  to  give  aid  Increases  already  existing  conflict  i 
between  the  recipient  and  other  states  similarly  supported 

by  the  U.S.  In  the  region,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(c)  If  a failure  to  give  aid  will  cause  the  recipient  to  materi- 
ally support  Egypt/Palestinlan  Guerillas,  (P=3;S) 

(1)  by  precipitating  overt  monetary,  materiel,  manpovrer, 
resource  assistance  from  the  recipient,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(2)  by  Increasing  the  volume  of  covert  monetary,  materiel,  i 
manpower  resource  assistance  beyond  a level  sufficient 

to  affect  the  Intensity  of  Arab-Israell  hostilities. 
(P=3;S)  (1  or  2 = Sufficient  for  c) 

CONCERN:  If  alternative  (Third  country)  military  aid  sources  are 
not  available  or  undesirable  from  U.S,  standpoint  (P=1-3;S) 

(a)  Yes,  If  failure  to  give  aid  results  In  overtures  to  third 
country 

(1)  whose  required  payments  decrease  funds  available  for 

socio-economic  development,  OR  (P=3;S) 

(2)  whose  ties  to  the  recipient  are  perceived  as  discordant 

In  the  region,  (?=3;S) 

OR 

(b)  Yes,  If  failure  to  give  eld  results  In  third  country  reduction 
of  U.S.  ability  to  influence 

(1)  recipient's  foreign  policy  toward  U.S,  and  region,  OR 

. (P=3;S) 

(2)  recipient's  oil  policy  toward  U.S,,  OR  (P=lr3jS) 

_ (3)  third  country  foreign  policy  toward  U.S,  (P=3;S) 

0^  Yes,  If  third  country  Is  hostile  to  U.S,  (P=1;S) 

CONCERN:  If  recipient's  current  policies  have  been  at  least  non- 
dlsruptlve  (If  not  supportive)  of  current  U.S,  policies 

(a)  If  failure  to  give  aid  threatens  availability  of  area  oil 

resources  to  U.S,,  OR  “T^i;s) 

(b)  If  failure  to  give  aid  threatens  availability  of  recipient ' s ' 

oil  resources  to  U.S,,  OR  (p=i;S) 

(c)  If  a failure  to  give  aid  causes  U.S,  Oil  Company  dissatis- 
faction 

(1)  If  It  vrorsens  outcomes  of  OPEC  negotiations , . OR  (P=1-3;S) 

(2)  If  It  threatens  acceptable  remuneration  for  expropriated 

assets,  (P=1;S) 

a.  from  host  country,  OR  (P=3;S) 

b,  from  U.S.  Government  guarantees.  (P=1;S) 


^ EXAMPLE  OF  NEr.fQRKS  OPERATE; 

At  Tq , the  environment  yields  a request  for  military  as- 
sistance from  a wealthy  Persian  Gulf  country.  Congress  acquiesces, 
and  DOD  says  It  Is  workable.  All  other  action  concerns  are  affirmed 

In  virtue  of  one  or  more  of  their  specified  sufficient  coiidltlons 
having  been  met.  An  affirmative  Interim  aid  decision  results. 

No  Inertia  review  Is  Initiated  since  the  Interim  decision  Is  affirmative. 
Military  assistance  begins  to  flow. 

At  T^,  the  American  Embassy  in  the  recipient  country  re- 
ports increased  contacts  between  knovm  agents  of  the  Palestinian 
Guerillas  and  members  of  the  recipient ' country’ s foreign  ministry, 

CIA  reports  conclusion  of  a funding  agreement,  American  Embassy  In 
Israel  reports  no  significant  alteration  of  Arab-Israell  hostlllles. 

The  assistance  decision  Is  reassessed  In  light  of  the  changed  environ- 
ment, The  action  criteria  essential  concern  for  "conflict  with  other 
regional  U.S,  policies"  remains  unchanged  since  the  level  of  guerilla 
support  is  "not  sufficient"  to  alter  Arab-Israell  hostilities. 

At  Tg,  Arab  terrorist  activity  increases  In  frequency, 
triggering  Israeli  commando  raid  responses,  CIA  confirms  that  pay- 
ments for  guerilla  arms  purchases  In  Czechoslovakia  are  being  made 
out  of  feeder  accounts  In  Svrltzerland,  replenished  by  recipient 
country  funds.  The  assistance  decision  Is  reassessed  In  light  of 
the  changed  environment.  The  action  criteria  concern  for  "conflict 

with  other  U,S;  regional  policies"  Is  no  longer  met.  An  interim  de- 

: 

nial  decision  results,  which  activates  a "review"  against  Inertia 
criteria.  Since  the  recipient’s  behavior  has  provided  no  hard  evidence 
to  warrant  a change  In  the  original  assessment  of  the  Inertia  criteria, 
the  "denial"  decision  stands.  Diplomatic  discussions  ^rtth  the  reci- 
pient fall  to  alter  the  recipient’s  behavior  toward  guerillas.  The 
military  assistance  stops. 

At  T^,  the  recipient  requests  that  the  U.S.  reconsider 
its  action,  and  alludes  to  the  possibility  of  more  favorable  oil 
concessions  to  who  ever  will  help  It  resolve  Its  Internal  security 


needs.  At  the  same  tine,  it  advises  U.S,  oil  conpanles  that  it  de- 
sires nevf  ner^o tiatlons  to  adjust  royalty  rates  In  view  of  fluctua- 
tions of  the  U.S.  dollar  value.  U.S.  Embassy  Moscow  reports  visit 
by  recipient  country's  defense  minister.  CIA  Moscow  station  . 
reports  negotiations  underway  involving  port  facilities  on  Persian 
Gulf.  U.S,  Embassy  in  recipient  country  reports  arrival  of  Soviet- 
Geological  Survey  Team  including  naval  officers  formerly  assigned 
to  submarine  service.  CIA  reports  no  change  in  funding  to  Palestinian 
Gi  rillas.  Arab-Israeli  hostilities  remain  at  increased  level. 

The  assistance  denial  decision  is  reassessed  in  light  of 
the  changed  environment.  Since  the  guerillas  are  still  being  ald^d 
"significantly,"  negation  of  the  priority  throe  action  condition  and 
concern  sustains  an  interim  decision  of  denial*  A review  against 
the  inertia  criteria  reveals  that  the  concern  over  aid  from  this  par- 

e T + p m 0^0  so xir  c © 

ticular/ls  now  affirmed  at  a priority  one  level.  The  concern  with 
the  disruptive  effect  of  the  recipient's  action  upon  U.S.  policies 
in  terms  of  oil  is  also  affirmed  at  a priority  one  level.  The  oil 
action- affected  conditions  under  both'’ concerns.  • The  priority  one 
inertia  concern  over  the  conseq^uences  of  a failure  to  act*  overrides 
the  priority  three  action  concern,  and  the  final  decision  is  to  re- 
sume military  aslstance.  Since  an  overide  was  involved,  the  National 
Security  Council  is  advised.  The  override  cancels  the  negative  signal 
from  the  action  concern,  and  the  decision  network  now  recognizes  tne 
increased  level  of  aid  to  the  Palestinian  Guerillas  from  the  reci- 
pient country  as  belovr  the  threshhold  of  significance. 

{ 

LIMITATIONS; 


The  most  obvious  drawback  to  the  model  is  that  it  provides 
no  "increase/dacrease"  option  on  aid.  This  is  in  part  \ property  of 
the  design.  "Mix"  and  "Volume"  of  military  aslstance  has  tentatively 
been  relegated  to  the  DOD  network,  since  logically  it  is  primarily 
dependent  upon  technical  needs.  It's  not  clear  from  the  hearings 
what  the  precise  Impact  of  purely  political  (DOS)  considerations 
are  upon  mix  and  volume.  In  any  case,  the  "conditions  and  concerns" 
affecting  nix  and  volume  have  not  yet  been  worked  out  in  detail. 

They  are  presently  addressed  in  the  DOD  net  within  the  conceptual 


I 

ili 


context  of  the  defensive  character  of  the  indigenous  force. 


A second  drawback  to  the  model  is  its  narrow  range  of 
concern,  i.e.,  starting  and  stopping  military  assistance,  which 
in  a sense  over-emphasizes  the  implication  that  the  only  policy 
response  to  a priority  one  ’’threat”  is  through  the  media  of 
military  assistance  related  policy  action.  Obviously,  it's  not. 
But  it  can  be,  and  such  a limitation  is  built  into  the  model. 


A third  drawback  is  the  heterogeneous  character  of 
conditions  and  concerns j v/hich  had  to  be  ’’layed  out"  and  connected 
artificially.  They  are  discrete  products  of  the  hearings,  and 
defied  initial  scaling,  chiefly  because  there  was  initially  no 
clear  picture  of  the  orientation  of  the  scaling  axis,  or  the 
range  to  be  covered.  A theoretic  framework  had  to  be  hypothesized 

In  which  conditions  and  concerns  could  be  placed  in  proper  relation- 
ship. T-Haether  the  resultant  relationship  is,  or  is  not,  proper  is  a pro 


/ . 


blem  stlllto  be  addressed.  The  tentative  assumption  has  been  made 
that  it  doss.  Inasmuch  as  it  "hangs ' together"  conceptually  vis  a 
vis  other  DOS  and  Congressional  concerns,  yet  still  remains  fairly 
close  to  its  empirical  referrent,  the  substantive  content  of  the 
hearings. 

The  problem  thus  became  one  of  aligning  constructs, 
and  finding  empirical  indicators  for  ranges  of  value  within  them. 

This  Involved  analytical  separation  of  "concerns"  and  specifica- 
tion within  "concerns"  according  to  "conditions,"  or  peculiarities 
of  behavior.  Certain  "conditions"  obviously  vere  related  to  cer- 
tain concerns,  but  not  necessarily  to  each  other.  Some  are  mutually 
exclusive.  Others  are  complex  or  contingent  composlties.  Still  others 
show  up  in  more  than  one  concern  or  network.  Some  suggest  scalable 
properties  whose  values  may  be  predicated  on  other  values  in  the 
environment  to  which  the  decision  network  is  relatively  Insensitive. 

For  example,  except  for  override  conditions,  determina- 


tion of  the  threshhold  for  the  "sufficient  to  alter  the  level  of 
Arab-Israeli  hostilities"  property 'of  recipient  aid  to  Palestinian 


I 


guerillas,  require  recognition  of  an  alteration  in  level  of  Arab- 
Israeli  hostilities  before  it  can  be  addressed.  Similarly,  a 
simpllflying  assumption  has  been  made  that  access  to  ..oil  Is  a first 
priority  concern.  But  here  time  nay  make  a difference.  If  the 
proportionate  dependency  on  a particular  country  Increases  as 
domestic  oil  needs  Increase,  oil  company  Interests  (also  first 
priority  by  definition,  according  to  Tarr's  rank  ordering)  may  at 
Some  point  have  to  be  sacrificed,  or  subsidised.  The  networks 
make  no  provision  for  this,  or  for  recognition  of  that  point 
beyond  a priority  one  deadlock. 

1 fourth  drawback  is  the  judgmental  basis  of  "sufficiency" 
built  into  the  network  design.  '?Vhy  do  all  action  "concerns"  have 
to  be  satisfied  for  aid  to  flow?  The  basis  for  this  is  inference 
from  the  testimony,  l.e.,  that  .a  failure  on  any  "concern"  issue 
Is  sufficient  to  deny  aid  ALL  OTHER  THINGS  BEING  EQUAL,  INCLUDING 
TESTIMONIAL  EXPLICATIONS  OF  CURRENT  U.S.  POLICY  AS  A GUIDE  FOR  ACTION. 
All  other  things  are  rarely  equal.  The  environment  constitutes  a 
part  of  them,  and  the  environment  .constantly  changes.  One  way  to 
take  into  account  the  impact  of  environmental  change  is  to  address 

the  impact  of  inertia  ^Is  a v3^  a given  condition.  To  build  this 
in,  required  a transformation  of  the  action  "conditions"  into  forms 
which  would  allow  "Concerns" • to  be  affirmed  on  the  basis  of  hard 
behavioral  evidence,  yet  retain  the  original  conceptual  substance 
of  both  concerns  and  conditions.  What  resulted  was  a kind  of 
"consequence  ranging"  of  action  and  inertia  vis  a vis  the  condition, 
with  the  range  limitation  those  points  where  a pblicy-actlon  change 
was  clearly  indicated.  This  does  not  address  the  exact  location 
of  threshholds.  Yet  it  may  be  a start,  provided  that  the  relation- 
ships are  not  merely  a result  of  unconscious  design  bias. 

Although  the  DOD  and  Congressional  networks  are  by  no 
means  finished,  or  even  vrell  under  vray,  some  preliminary  conceptuaT 
sketchs  have  been  attached  belovr.  Am  toying  with  the  notion  that 
the  DOS  network  is  sufficiently  refined  verbally  to  allow  an  expe- 
rimental translation  into  computer  language,  despite  the  fact  that 
approximately  three  dozen  separate*  yes/no  statements  about  an  "event" 

are  required  as  entering  arguments  to  activate  it.  It  might  be 
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Interesting  to  set  it  up  as  a simulation  to  see  if  it  does  in  fact 
behave  as  a decision  making  netvrork  in  the  way  that  the  scenario 
suggests. 


^PY  73  Appropriations  Hearings,  Op,  Clt, . pp.  568-569. 
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THE  FOLLOWING  NETVJORX  STATES  RESULT  FROM  THE  DATA  PROVIDED  IN  THE 
EXAMPLE,  A2ID  MJLY  BE  USED  IN  CONJUNCTION  WITH  THE  ACTION- INERTIA 
CRITERIA  LISTINGS  TO  REPLICATE  THE  RESULTS  OF  THE  SCENARIO. 
(Y=Affirmatlon,  N=  Positive  denial  based  on  evidence,  N-UNK  =denial 
by  default,  or  lack  of  positive  content  basis  for  an  assessment) 


At  Tq  and  at  T^: 


ACTION 


Y 

a) Y 

b) N 

• Y 

(a) Y 

(b) y 

(c) Y 
d)Y 

ie)Y 

(f)N-UNK 

(1) N-UNX 

(2) N-UNX 

.Y 


(a)Y 

ib)Y 

1)Y 

(2)Y 

(c)N 

d)N 

(e)Y 

i)y 

(2)y 


(a)N 

(1)N 

j2)N-UNX 

(tjy 

(1) y 

(2) irUKX 

(3) N-UNX 

a. N-UNX 

b.  N-UNK 
C.N-UNX 

(4) N-UNK 

.y 

(a)y 

(^)N-n:|x 
f c)N“°^--^ 
1)N-™ 
(2)N-UXX 

a.  N-UNK 

b.  N-UNK 


INERTIA 


1. y 

2. y 

3. y 

(a) y 

(b) N 

4.  N-UNK 

(a) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNX 

(c) N-UNX 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNX 

5.  N-UNK 

(a) N-UNX 

(b) N-UNK 

(c) N-UHK 

(1) N-UNK 
C2)N-UNK 

6.  N-UNK 

(a) N-U!IK 
h)N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNK 

(1)  N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

(3) N-UNK 

(c) N-UNK 

7. N-UNX 

(a) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNX 

(c) N-UNK 

(1) N-UNX 

(2) N-UNK 

a. N-UNX 

b.  N-UNK 


At  Tg: 
CTION 


1. y 

2. y 

3. y 
(a)y 
(t)N 

4. Y 

(a) y 

(b) y 

C)Y 

id)y 

{e)y 

(f)N-UNK 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

♦5.N  (P=3) 

(a)y 

*(b)N  (P=3) 

* 2)N  (P=3) 

(c) N 


(d)N 

♦(e)N  (P=3) 

- (i)y 

»(2)N  (P=3) 

6. y 

(a) N 

(1) N 

(2) N-UNK 

(b) Y 

(1) y 

(2) N-UNX 

(3) N-UNK 

a. N-UNX 

b. N-UNX 

I C.N-UNX 

(4)  N-UNK 

7. y 

(a) y 

(b) N-UNX 

(c) N-UNX 
(I)N-UNK 

• (2)N-UNK 

a.  N-UNK 

b.  N-UNK  , 


INERTIA 


i- 

(a) y 

(b) N 

4.  N-UNK 

(a) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNK 

(c) N-UNK 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

5.  N-UNK 

(a)  N-UNK 

(b)  N-UNK 

(c) N-UNK 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

6;n-unk 

(a)N-UNK 

(1)  N-UNK 
2) N-UNK 

(b  N-UNK 
1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

(3) N-UNK 
(c)N-UNK 

7.  N-UNK 

(a) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNK 

(c) N-UNK 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNK 

a.  N-UNK 

b.  N-UNK 


I 

'to 

i 


■aavKH 


y u 


41 


/ 

; 1* 


At  Tj! 


ACTION 

INERTIA 

l.Y 

l.Y 

2.Y 

2.Y 

3.Y 

3.Y 

(a)Y 

(a)Y 

(b)N 

(b)N 

A.Y 

a.N-UNK 

(a)Y 

(a)N-UNK 

(b  Y 

(b)N-UNK 

(c)Y 

(c)N-UNK 

(d)Y 

(l)N-UNK 

(e  Y 

(2)N-UNK 

(f)N-UNK 

5.N-UNK 

(1) K-UIIK 

(2) K-miX 

*5.N  (P=3) 

(a)Y 

*(b)N  (P=3) 
(1)Y 

*(2)N  (P=3) 


c 

'd 


IN 

IN 


:e)N  (P=3) 
(1)Y 
♦(2)N  (P=3) 
6.Y 
(a)N 

(1) N 

(2) N-UNK 


(b)Y 

* b 

{IjY 

* c) 

(2)N-UNK 

*( 

0)N-UNK 

( 

a.N-UITK 

• b.N-UNK 

' c.N-UNX 

(A)N-UNK 

7.Y 

;a)Y 

b) N-UNK 

c) N-mTK 

(1) n-ui:k 

(2) N-UIJK 

a. N-UNK 

b. N-UNK 


(a) N-UNK 

(b) N-UNK 

(c) N-UNX 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-UNX 
*6.Y  (P=l,3) 

*(a)Y  (P=3) 

* 1)Y  (P=3) 
♦(2)Y  (P=3) 
(b)N-UNK 

(1) N-UNK 

(2) N-U17K 
.(3)N-U1TK 

*(c)Y  (?=1) 
*7.Y  (P=l) 
(a)N-UITK 


L)Y  (P=l) 
?)N-UNX 

a. N-UNK 

b. N-UlTK 


(*)  flags  a change  fron 

(P=  ) Priority  level  of  condition 

The  priority  of  the  condition 
becones  the  priority  of  its 
associated  concern. 
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